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Issue # 1 



1 he Kammtfi has- injected ( Lum« 1 i 4 7 '>-!} lo 18-22 25 27 and 38- under ^ I S ( 
|(H{a) as being anticipated b\ the Fuepad lueXsewei Suite I Oude, cop\uaht 2001, 
heienuftei fnepad huthei supported b\ Fue\ leuei Suite 6 0 Sbaievunc Sciccnshot, dated 

00 ! " 200 j in \ lew uf 'Palm Piogtammmg, ' hv Glenn Bachmann, heiemaftei Bachmann 

Oroup 1 ( Um>s ! 3 1 " 9-13 '(> 25 2~ cuJ 3^-3^ 

With tespyct to independent < hi um I 10 i ( > and ^8 the 1 xammci has lehed upon pages 21-2^ 
m 1- nepad to make a pnoi an showing oi appellants claimed technique tot allow my 
oigani/ation of the- content, allow ma formatting of the content, allowing eieation of a link to 
content, allow addition of text for output on the wireless de\ice outputtmg a preview of a 
dr&phn screen oi the wnciess device die preview im hiding both textual and graphical content 
smudtaueoush the preview depicting how the oigam/ed and ioi matted textual and graphical 
content Aiil appeal tut the dispiav ,;cieen of th*. wneless device relative to each othef (see tins 

01 sitmfat, but not netcsstnK identical language m the independent claims} 

Appellant respecting assem that the L> a miner's atgumcnt that the Fnepad cxceipt discloses the 
oigaoi/atioo ot the content beina "'perkumed automatic.! IK hv die ! ueWwei of pp 21-23 that 
allows selection and \ iev\ tne of content bv content tvpe' is erroneous on iev etal points 

f inr, what ss disclosed nt 1 nepad at pp 21-2 > is no! lealK >///<m 'fr* organization oi the content 
Rathei u appears that icons tin the \anous content items {image hypertext document video) 
appcat to the left on the Main View In the images exampic images ate indicated b\ a flame 
icon to the left on the Main \ i<_w Page 21 of 1 nepad suggests that the usei can select an image 
In tapping and jeleasing the image name hum the Mam View In the h\ pet tea documents 
example documents are indic< ted In a document icon to the left on the Mam View 1 he usu 
can select a document b\ tapping and releasing the document name fiom the Mam \ icw as 
dis\ losed on page 22 of I nepad In the v tdeos e sample \ ideos aie indicated b\ a document icon 
to the left on the Mam \ lew Pes page 2^ oi f nepad, the usei v.an select a video b\ tapping and 
leieasing the video name horn the Mam \ sew Ihus, the icoiu ate piesent on the Mam View 



but \ppeiLmt has been unable to find am indication thai r tj epad allow * an > one en am thing to 
oigam/e Jhe icuii> much less the content Rather ft appeals that the icons arc tneieK piesent to 
the left of the Main \ iev\ in no paiticulai oidei and these is ceitamiv no dtsclostiie 01 suggestion 
that the content represented b\ the icon-? aic oigam/ed in a mannu when, someone oi something 
has been allowed to organize them. 

Second, the rejection appeais- to insinuate that became a mei can \ iew content b\ content tvpe 
then Hie\iewer must somehow Oigant?e the content b\ content tspe \gam, as mentioned 
aboxe the content f$ f epi evented In icons on th: leit of the Mam \ iew \o oigaiu/atkm of the 
content i^ suggested The npe ol content h indicated b\ the type of icon Ho\\e\ej the tneie 
tact that a usei can open a document bv selecting a document icon does not mean that the content 
is otgam/ed in am pattteuiat mannei 

Thud, assuming arguendo that ftre\ lewei does* in fact ani'mtaiuitlh oigam/e the content as 
stated in the leiection then it cannot be said dial Fne\ teuei i/'/mn oigam^auon oi the content 
;i? lequued bv the claim Ratbei. bv automatically otgam/niii the content FueYiesxei m 
actuahts would not a'h>\\ organization of the content, it v\ouid -mnpls do it 

In the Supplemental ! \ammci\s Answer mailed 04 1 " 2008 the I xaminoi has argued that 
'Fuepad teaches a sWem foi the dtspla\ of content iclatcd to a w ueiess media device mcUidsng 
a piexicw of the content snbstantialh as> it vull he uewed on the wuek-ss deuce " f-urthei, the 
Fvtmtnej has atgued that 'Fstepad has been shown to teach peifomung otgani/auon oi content 
antosnaticalK b\ the use oi the 1 tieV lewei oi page-> 21-23, that allows .-.elc-aum and Viewing ol 
content b\ content tvpe " In addition the jKanunei has aigued that 'the language ol the claims 
do not necessitate that am osgam/ation of content be done In a usu oi tluough uses 
manipulation and mainland thai as the Fsrepad teierencc teaches the oigam/ation oi content 
thiough the use ol the cited content icons, ojgam/aunn i* mheienth * allowed" b\ the s\,stem 

\ppelUnt lespectfulh dtsagtees with the Examiner s aiaiiments and asserts that hiepad tnereh 
discloses that 1 [i]mages ate indicated b\ a flame icon to the left" {Page 21 \ sew Images 
section) Furthci Fircpad discloses tu " [tjap and iclcase the image name ftom Mam \ iew to 
\ iew the imago .' and to ' jtjap and hoM the unage name to get a popup menu x^, ith these entries 
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\ tew Pieuew, Note Details Ream Rename Delete and (Reload is pi cent tn downloaded 
tmagL^)" tPage21 View Images section) In addition Titepad dtsdoscs that jj]ust a-> on the 
mam sueen \ ies\ tapping ot tapping and holding on an image causes a popup menu to appeat 
with these cmttes Zoom Out Octal K Note, Beam Book-mat k Oeleu. and Huirk {Pages 21- 
22 ~ \ tew Images section - emphasis added) Howcwei the meic diaelooiftc oi tapping and 
leieasing an image name tu \iew the image tapping and holding to get a popup tnetui and 
tapping or tapping and holding an image to get a popup menu as m I itepad aimph fads to even 
suggest allowing organisation of tlu content (empha^s added) as Jatmed b\ appellant 
Appellant tespeetfulK emphasizes that thete r deails no oigam/ation taught m the exeeipt ftom 
1 nepad tehed on h\ the 1 vamtnei espeetaib since such exeeipt horn Ittepad only reaches 
selectable options (ii. \ iev\ detail etc } associated with a image 

Htithet, appellant icspvCttuHx disagrees with tie Examine)";, mhetencs atgumem that 'hrepad 
lefeicoee teacher the urgani/auun uf content tluongh the tw ot" the uted umtent icons, 
oigatn/atioi) is mheientls 'allowed" b\ the -AMem " In \ tew of the aieuments made 
heieuiabo\e am such inheiencv argument Ins been adequatels tehutted and a notice of 
allowance ot a specific pttot ait showing of such claim featuies in combination with the 
lemaimng claim elements ss tespectiuSIx tequested (Sec MPEP 21 12) 

Additional^ in response appellant asscits that the fact that a eeitatrt result oi chat acta istic max 
oeusi ot be present m the puot ait i^ not Hiffjuent to establish the mhesencx of that tesult oi 
chatacteustic farcRifrkmn l > b Mi^l ISU 2S I <PQ2d \w \T &i dt hue 
(hlnJt oool 2d ^ 212 1 SP<^> >2> (f rp \ } n establish inhet encx the 

extuusic ewdence 'must make cleat that th^. tnt>sinu d^cnj>me matter is necessaniv present in 
the thmg desuibed m the tetereiuc and that it v\ould be so iccognf/ed b\ pusons oi otdinarv 
skdl inherence, howexet ma% not be e^tabbshal In piobabihttes oi possibilities The iiicie fact 
that a (.eitaiii thing max result fiom a gtsen set of uicumsiam.es is not suiftcient N >r 
Robertson 169 F.3d 743, 745, 49 USPQ2d 1949, 1950-51 (Fed. Ck 1999). 

\s aigued piex k>il->3\ the section ol f- nepad cited in the t ejection to anticipate the icquisement of 
allowing osgam/ation ol content discusses 1 nc\ lewei which ts tcsident on the deuce not a 
management sueen as claimed 
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in the Supplemental Lvumner\ \ns\\t i r ma < led 04 P 200S the i \ammer has afgued that the 
claim language lath to necessitate the sepatatmti of {he management seteen fiom the resident 
dc\tce * Appellant icspccUulh di°agiecs and asset ts that 1 uepad meteh discloses to ' [t]ap and 
hold the image name to get a popup menu vuth these entnes Pun Jew " (see Page 21} 
liouexei onh geneialh disclosing piewcxwng an image as m Fnepad doe^ not ,->pecifiea!b 
suggest 'disposing content selected fur output ou a wneless deuce on a management screen 
wbeiem the content is dispUsed substantial as it will be displaxi-d on the xureics,-, cU-xiec 
(empha^s added}, as claimed hv appellant Heath,, onh genet a) !\ teaching pie\ tevuug an 
image ou a handheld dextee sateen as m } uepad fails to suggest substantially disp!a\mg 
content ' as it mii be displaced on the xuieiess de\ iee ' let aione am sou of otgatn/ation of the 
content tcmphasis added), m the nutmet as claimed b\ appellant Gsxen such cmphast/ed 
context the claimed management screen us ciearh scpaiate fiom the wiielest dev ice 

Vs h timet atgued piexiuush nowhete does Fnepad oi Bachmann leach oi suggest that oikc 
someone or something is jlh^ncd to otgant/e the content, the content o\ wi^wcu/ is shown on a 
pie\ tew of a display set out of the de\ toe 

In she supplemental 1 \ammcf s Answct mailed 04 i" 2008 the ! xaminer has atgued that the 
( itepad icfeicnce teaches the oiganuation ot content through the use of the cited content icons 
"and that] organization is mheieuth ' allowed b\ the s\^tem I he Examine! has ttitther aigued 
that 'Fnepad \u\< been shown to teaeb the cltsplav ot a piexiew ot* the oigaiu/e.l content on a 
displa\ sctcen ot the deuce at page 12 [excetpted bekm I and notes thai the Pahn OS Fwuiatot 
( Pf >S |- ) ,is taught h\ Bachmann ts es,sentjalh \\ re less de\tce pteuesx software 
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Appellant icspcUfulK disagrees with the rvrmmer's argument and asset N that Fnepad mereiv 
disctoses ihat *Tire( on\ oiler is the desktop ptogiam that corn cits large midiics flow popular 
graphic? fotmats (JPK), Oil- i li-F, BMP and P\(i> to l-ne\ tevver images and \\ r l and MOV 
fries into hieY sewer video--" (Page 1! I otng FireConseftei section emphasis added) 
Furthei Fnepad discloses to '[cjheck the piewevv box To sec vvhal the con scried image writ look 
like" (Pago L* ( omen Image section) ami thai the 1 [p]re\rev\ represents Paim dev ice screen 
size' (Page \2 Fire Cornener Image searon cmphask- added") hi addition, Rachmann 
discloses thai ' jtjhe Palm OS I mutator, oi POSt, provides an emulation of the Palm OS on 
both Windows arid Macintosh platforms" (Bachmann, Page 38 - The Palm OS Emulator 
section). 

However the meie drsclosuie that ! ne< \ni\ertei u>n\eits laige images from pupiiLn graphics 
ibrmats to Hre\ sewer images and a preview bos. to see what converted images vull took like oil 
<t Palm device screen si/e as m Fuepad, snnplv tails* to ex en suggest "allowing oi&am/alion of 
the content' whoie the 'content [tsj selected fot output on a wrietes^ device* and a preview 
depicting how- the organized and foimatted tevruat and graphical content will appear on the 
displav seteen of the wifelo-\-> device [is output]" (emphasis added) m the context claimed bv 
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appellant Cleat h cometttng an image hom one format to anothet as m Fncpad lasls to 
suggest 'allow mg oi^am/ation oi the a>utenf (eniphata-, .ukied) as claimed b\ appellant In 
addition, dispL^ms* a cotnettea image using the POSL soih\aie oi Bachmann Mill fads to 
suggest ' allowing oigani/ation ot the content* (emphasis added) m the context ai claimed hv 
appellant. 

hirtheu in response to the Fxaimner s uihesenc\ atgmnent auam appellant tespeufulls 
dssagsees and asserts that m uew of the arguments made hetemabove au\ such mherene\ 
argument, has been adequately rebutted. 

Finally, even if Bachtrtann's preview capabilities were added to Firepad, the combination would 
still not meet the Janus because 1 »e\ iewu is unable to depict oigam/ed and fot matted textual 
and giapiutal content simultaneoush on one ^.teen 

in the Uhison Action mailed 04 P>20U6 the Pxaminei aigucd that 1 nepad p 22 disclose-. 
' the options to change the image's eateuoiv and c et the image as pmaie, * as well as tenanting a 
InpeitcM document f he I vimmet continued to aigue that 'j^hesc action*- aie oigani/ationai 
auion-, and therefore allow Fuepad usets to oigam/e content " Hov\e\ct appellant tcspecUulh 
asseits that the 'options to change the image s categotv and set the image as pmate* tneteh 
lelei to the image details luepad discloses on page 22 that [tjhe Image Details dialog bo\ 
presents information about die image such as the Width, Height, Size and Upe 1 \ppellant 
asserts that merek setting such image details snnpK tails to suggest the technique for "allowing 
oi gani/atiPP oi thy content * {emphasis added), as claimed In appellant 

In the Supplemental Fsamincfs \uswet mailed tM P 200R the fxamiik! hasaigned that the 
aigued limitation 1 allowing organization oi the content 1 ' is tank bioad in scope and open to the 
leasonablc interpietalion of the examine! who maintains that changes su content tlag^ ot image 
parameters are organizational actions.* 

\ppellant tespcctffilh disagiec-- and assetts that Fire-pad mereK discloses that '1 ue( omeitcs ts 
the desktop psogtam that consuls huge images from popular graphics Am mats GP1 G, GIF 
1I!1\ BMP and PNG) to Fue\tes\ct images " (Page li S'stng FireC omeuer section 
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emphasis added) Fuithei, Fuepad disclose^ to * h include am notes \ou vyaut with vout image in 
ihe note box" as '[tjhese notes ean be found in the details whets stewing an linage in 
Fue\ lewei* {Page 13 (omen lma<ae section emphasis added) Huwe\ei the meie 
disvlosme that Hieromertet con\eits huge nnaacs fk>m populai graphics fomurs to I tre\ icwci 
image-, and that notes in the note box are fwmd in The details when stewing an image m 
1 ue\ lewet as ui fuepad stmpK tails to e%en suggest "allowing utgam/atum of the content " 
(emphasis added} as churned h\ appellant ( leails notes Sound tn details while % tew tng images 
as in hit-pad simpiv t\\ih to suggest 1 al ow tng oi gaiwanon of the content {emphasis added) as 
claimed by appellant. 

luithet in the \d\isutx Uuon mailed 04 1°- 2006 the 1 xammei ai^ued that I uepad leather 
the abdit\ to consott hypertext documents which are notorious well-known in the art to 
nulutle both graphical and textual information" \pptllant lespectfulh disuinees with tins 
assenion e-peualK inxiew o{ the spes ilk context of appellant's cLnro language Fust m the 
OHke '\etion mailed 0! ^0 2000 the Fvammei admitted that I uepad fads to exphettK tea^h a 
piexiew including both textual and giaplncal content simultaneously the prexiess depicting how 
the oigam/ed and formatted textual and giaphieal content wtll appeal on the seietn of the 
wneless destce telatne to each othei " further appellant agiecs that the cited excetpts + U>m the 
I uepad ieletence simph tat! to esen suggest c ' picxiew including both textual and gtaphicaS 
content simuhaneotisls (emphasis added) as claimed K appellant 

in addition, page* fiom Raohmann merels disclose the Palm OS f mulatoi POSI 

\ppeH.uu lespfctiuih asserts that POM allows fei * emulation of the Palm OS >o \ou can inn 
test ami debug \nut application without downloading it to a Palm destce Ho\\i.\ei unulatmi; 
the Palm OS" ROM with POSF simph hnK to esen su<age-t ' a pics icw including both textual and 
gtaphical content simultaneously " t emphasis added), as datmal b\ appellant 

In the Supplemental I xamiiKt s Vnswu maded 04 P 200fc the I \ a miner has amued that Mho 
abose asseition that the Palm OS fcmulatoi (POSF) as taught b\ Bachniann t,s essentially 
ssnelcss deMce preview ,->oftwate" and fajs Palm OS is well-known to include giaphital images 
such <i- application icons and then related textual labels Bachmann must teach a pieucss 
including both textual and graphical content simultaneous!) 
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\ppeilam icvpeUiuSK disagrees and asserts that Baehmano metcK discloses that '[ijhe Palm OS 
1 initiator oi P( >Sb purines an emulation of the Palm OS on both W mdows and Macintosh 
plattonns and that [t]n use I'OSI >ou need a ROM just like the ph> steal Palm deuce needs a 
ROM" tPage ^ - The Palm OS FmuUtoi section - emphasis added) Hovu'\et a Palm OS 
emulator thnt needs a ROM |u-t like the ph\ steal Paltn deuce to ptoudc an emulation of the 
Paltn Os, as ui Baehmami stmpK fails to ewn snaeest 'a pte\ ten including both textual and 
graphical content Minultaneoush/ " ( emphasis added), in the mannei as Jasmed b\ appellant 
r utther , an emulation of the Palm OS ao tn Bachmanu snnpK tails in stnfgcst "a pteuew of a 
displa\ scjeen m the manner as e Untied hv apj ellaut 

in the Supplemental t\ammet s \ns\\ei mailed 0 1 l" 1 200^ the I sammet has aigued that v [i]he 
1- ne\ tew e i 6 0 Sharew are Sere. ns>hot i^ pi u\ ided to pi o\ tde e\ idence that the tottw are da^ losed 
m the fnepad teiesenee was puhlieK aunlable prior to Appellant s film if date' and that [ajo the 
Fnepad tetetence teaches the u->e ol f ne\ tewer o0 (see pages 10 12 l^j the examine? 
contends that the featuses disclosed theietn were publish available at least as eath as P htne 
2001 as disclosed tn the Shareware Seteenshot " huithei the bvtmmet has argued that 
[ijherefore (he fnepad leieienee is \ahd pnoi an undei ^ l' S C lu2(at ' 

Appellant respectful K dtsagues and asseits that itttAttwei Suite o<> Shareware Screenshot 
reteience provided bs the kxatmner i>impi\ di^.iose<> that the Hte\ tenet Suite 6 0 ^ftwaie was 
iiibinttted to S Sun Shaiewaie on 0q 17 2(H)! ltowe\et the dtseiostue of submitting the 
f ne\ reuet Sin te o 0 softwate on 0o 1 7 200] as shown tn the 1 ne\ lewei s^te «> 0 Shareware 
sereenshot, simpK tails to support the 1 \asvtmet\> allegation that 1 the teattnea disclosed |m the 
Fnepad tefetence] weie publteaih available at least as earh a- 1 7 June 200 f (emphaMS added} 
Tor example appellant lespectfulb asset ts that Page o of the 1 trepad tefetence teaches that 
noii yet ' a [1 jink to (auj unit tie ntanuai ' Hear!} e~\ut it the 1 ire\ tewer Suite 6 0 softwaie 
includes a link to an online manual such does not spectfkalh teach that the 1 nepad ickratce 
which is separate fiom the submitted Hte\ tevu Suite <> ft ^oftwate was submitted at eailv as 
0{) p 2001 Thus the 1 saminet s reliance on the 1 nepad icfeicnce is improper and the aho\e 
rejection should be withdiawn 
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To establish a puma fen ie case o( oln lot'sties^ tlnee basic ciitena must be met V\u< there must 
be some suggestion oj motnatton eithei in the ufeienees themsehes of m the knowledge 
geneiaih aunlable to one of urdniasx ski!! m the art, to modify the teference ot to combine 
lefc-ence teachings Second, these must be a it-asonable expectation of success Imalk, the 
ptiot art tetejence {o\ references wber- combined) mu^t teach ur suggest all the claim limitations 
The teaching 01 suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of 
success must both be found in the puot art and not based on appellant's disclosure /" w 
/ at at 7 f 2d 488 :o I Sl'Q2d 14JkS {fed Cir !'*<»! t 

Appellant ic^pettfulh asset ts that at least the third element of the pi mm ft^ic case of 
obwotisiiess has not been met since the puoi art exeeipts as tehed upon b\ the (-xamsnei tail to 
teach 01 suggest aH of the claim limitations as noted abo\e 

|ssue.# 2: 

i he 1 vamtnei has j ejected C lanns 2 28-2s> C -4-35 and 40 undei 3M' S I. io^fa) as beum 
unpatentable of hrepad in mow of Bacbmann in furthef \iew of Mai tin h et al (1 S Patent 
\o fi,f»i 0 10S) hefemaftei Maum 

kit mm I Ciaiiii\ 2i\-2 l J $2 34-55, and 4» 

With tespect to independent Claims 28 and 40, the claims include (mutations Mimlai (but not 
neee^saulv identical) to those of ( laim 1 aigued m hme - 1 Group -1 \<_eoidinglv Claims- 28 
and 40 ase deemed allowable at least foi simtiai reasons 

Turthci appellant icspectfulK asserts that pages CMo m Fnepad disclose onlv proudmg web 
aichi\e >uppoit \> noted theft* web pages ate prepared fot slot age on the de\i<.e itseli and must 
be stoicd on the de\ itc pnot to selection of the lurk f lowesu appellant asseiis that the exeeipts 
from fnepad re hod upon b\ the txammu ssmpK fad to suggest a Technique '\\ herein selection 
of one ot the links on the wneless deuce causes additional content to be downloaded to the 
v\ Helens deuce from a i emote data ^outce and output on the vuieluss deuce 0 (emphasis added) 
as claimed by appe Slant. 
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in addition hiepad fuithet fails to teach oj suggest a techfuque whefeai the usei is allowed to 
access the web seatdi sa\ ice fiom the wueless de\ ice,' as claimed b\ appellant 

In the Supplemental f^amtner's \nswer maded 04 P 200$ the rxammu has argued that the 
i ejection of claim 2$ acknowledges the deftuenes ol I uepad and Bachtnann in ifusaiea turning 
to the Mastsn refeteiice foi such a teaching, that 'as cited abo\e the naugation of the Internet 
allows tot the accession of a multitude of seauh semces iN ahoo' Google etc } [and that] it is 
inhetent that such naugation allows loi the itset to access a web seaich semce on the wueless 
device." 

\ppeliam respectful l\ disagtces tnd aosetts that Tol 2 lines 17-5o and Col \ Imeoi Col 2, 
hue 8 in Maitm mereh di»ciose "receding a icquest tot the web page fiom a icquestor 
deteiniuung deuce chaiaaeusttcs o{ a mobile device used bv the icqnestot ictueung menu 
mloimaiiou ba^ed on the deuce ehaiactepstics of the mobile deuce used b\ the leque^iei 
ptoducing the naugation aul based on the menu mfotmauoTi the tun igation aid bemy m a foitnat 
suitable lot the mobile deuce, tnd foiwaiding tht web page including the naugation aid to the 
requester " (emphasis added). 

Howem iecemn*: a icquest fot a web paue fiom a icquestoi and fot wauling the web page 
itu ludttii: a mn igation atd to the reqtiestoi as in \hutm snnpls laib to e\en sugaest a technique 
'wherein selection ot one of the links on the wnelos deuce causes additional content to bo 
downloaded to the wireless deuie tiom a t emote data sotnee and output on the \sueles, deuce' 
(emphasis added} as claimed b\ appellant Cleailv foiwatdmy a navigation aid with the web 
page aftcs the icquest a< tn \laitm simpK fails to suggest that ' a selection oi one of the links on 
the wueless deuce causes additional content to be downloaded to the wueless deuce (emphasis 
added) iu the mannei as claimed h\ appelant 

Fuithet, appellant u-spectfullv di^agiee^ with the fcxammet ^ ammient that "the naugation ot 
the Internet alkwu fot the accession of a muittude of seaich seiuces (\ahoo* Oooale etc }, 
'and] U is inheieni that such naugation allows foi llie u>ei iu access a web seaich ^eiuce on the 
wueless deuce ' Appellant iespectfu!!\ aspens that Martin discloses a mobile naugation 
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inetaphot w ptouded to ueid simtlat naugation expediences on both mobile deuces and 
pessimal comptuei^ and thai 'a genual content *unct is able ui selum teqnested content to 
requester m a fin mat suitable fui then deuce {Col 2 lines 38-42} \Ioieo\ei appellant 
lespettfulls points out th;u the mobile naugation metaphoi m \Iaitm is meieh \m image 
lepiesentation of a displav sciten of a mobde deuce" {(. ol 8 lines 2 l )~}l} Howe\ei the mobile 
naxigation metaphoi and a cenaal content seuei, a.* disclosed m Maitni, tad to suggest a specific 
technique "wherein the tisei is allowed to access the web seaich smiee fiom the wireless 
des ice as claimed bv appellant 

in uew of the aiL'umenls made hefemabuve, am such mhetenev argument ha^ been adequatelx 
rebutted, and a notice of allowance os a specific puot art showing ot ^uch claim featuies m 
combination with the lemammg claim elements s respectfulh lequested (See MP1 P 21 12) 

In the Supplemental F\amtnet s \nswer mailed 04 1 " 1 2008, the f xannoet has aigued that vt [t]hc 
F"iieViewei 6 0 shatewaie seieeusbot ia provided iopioude eudence that the ^oitw aie disclosed 
in the 1 uepad lefeience was public K available pnoi to Appellant s filing date" and that jajs the 
hiepad lefetcuce teaches the use of hteYiewer 6 0 f-xv page*-- 10 12 \^} iIk examine! 
contends that the featuies disclosed theiem were pubhcK available at kast as eail\ as 17 lone 
2001 as disclosed in the shatewaic Scrcenshot ' Fuithei the 1 xammci has at y tied that 
"jtjhuetofc, Ok hiepad ufeience is \<ihd puoi att iindei ?^ I St' 102(aK 

Appellant tespecttnlK disagiees and asoetto that Fne\iewct Smtc 6 0 Shatewaic Scieenshof 
teieteikL piuudod b\ the 1 \amtnet siniph discloses that the i ire\ tewei Suite 6 0 softwaie was 
submitted to 5 Stat Shareware on 06 j" 200l Howexeu the disclosuie ol submitting the 
FneV sewer Suite 6 0 softwaie on 06 ! 7 '200 1 as shown in the HitA sewu Suite 6 0 Shaicwaie 
Scieensluu simph tails to sstppoit the E vuniners allegation that "the feaunes disclosed fin the 
1 uepad lefcieneej were pubhealk available at iea-a as eath as 17 June 200! ' i emphasis added) 
f of example appellant respectfulK assem that Pagt <- of ihc 1 irtpad iefeiuict teaches thai 
vou get " a 1 [l]ink to | an | online manual " Ciearlv even if the Hre\ icwei Suite o 0 software 
includes a link to an online manual such does -iot speufiealh teach that the f-uepad icfcience, 
which is sepatatc from the submitted f ncVicwei Suite o 0 softwaie was submitted as eailx as 
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0<» \" 200! Thu», the Fvammof $ reliance on the Firepad reference is improper, and the above 
tejection should he wsfhdtawn 

\gain appellant scspectftilK vhsem that at least the third element of the prima /Jt,v case of 
ob\ loudness has not been met, since thepnor att excerpts as iched upon bv the Fxamtner, fail to 
teach oi suggest all of the claim htmtattom as noted abuse 

Group 112: Claim 2 

\\ idi i expect to dependent ( Saim 2 the F \annnet has tehed upon Fig >\ am! ( ol 8 hues 17. 
20 m Mastm to make a prior att show my (.if appellant s claimed technique 1 whet em the content 
is fust aggsegatcd tn a habitat having views ?ach oi the stews haung at least one window 
associated therewith \\ herein a user to allow ed to define a ttuntbet of windows associated with a 
pdittenhn view and at least a portion ol the content associated wtih each view w herein each 
view of the habitat ieptescms content to be dksplaved m a paiticulai view on the wireless 
device," 

Appellant respectfully asserts that the Figure and excerpt from Martin disclose that " the image 
representation associated with the mohde nav Ration metaphot 3<>2 teflects enough ol the details 
of what is depicted on the dt>plax sueui of the mobile deuce so that a u,-.et is pio\tded with a 
similat navigation experience regaidless of whether Uoing the PC oi the mobile dexice' 
t emphasis added} Howe\ei, meielv representing enough of the details simplv fails t>> disclose a 
technique, "wheiem each stew of the habitat jepteseuK content to he displaced m a pattiiuiai 
\ iew on the w treiess de\ ice ' emphasis added) as claimed bv appellant 

In the Supplemental Fxamtner s Answer mailed 01 17 2008 the Fvimmei has atgned that the 
limitation "at least a portion of the content associated with each a sew" is piesent tn claim 2' and 
'(tjhesefoie the \jews of Martin need not disclose the dr^pla\ of all relevant content and the 
examiner maintains that 1 enough of the detail;/ as tautiht b\ Martin is analogous to ' at least of 
portion of the content" as claimed, and would setxe to represent the content to be drsplaved m a 
particular view.' 
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Appellant tespeetfuiK dtsagtees and asserts that ( ol <\ lines 17-2o, and ligute * m Mai tin 
lelsed upon b> the bxammet meteiv teaches that 1 the mobile navigation mctaphoi >02 should 
ptowde a sullicienth suniiai impression to a met of the mobile de\fce v%heie the image 
tcptesentation assoc tatcd with the mobile na\ potion metaphot H)2 i effects enough of the details 
of what is depicted on the di^pUrv sueen ol the mobile deuce so that a usu is puntdeJ with a 
simdai navigation e\penencc tegatdless ol whether using the PC oi the mobile deuce ' <Co' & 
lines 38-45 - emphasis added), 

ilowexe! the meie dtsciosuie that the image tcptesentanon tcftects enough of the details of what 
is de puted ou the dssplax screen of the mobile de\ice a* m Maittn smiph faih to e\en suggest 
a technique \\hei an a a set is allowed to define a numbei of windows associated with a 
paiticulat uev. and at least a poition ol the content associated with each uiw wherein each 
uew_ of the habitat u-pu-sents content to be disphned in a pai tic n las \iew on the uncles.*, 
deuce" femphasts added), tn the mannei as claimed b\ appellant Cleat h, a na\igation 
tnetaphoi i effecting enough of the details of what is depicted on the display ^etecn of the mobile 
de\ice as in Mai tin fails to e\en suggest that " each Mew oi the habitat tept esems content to be 
disphued m a paiticiilai uew on the u sic-less deuce (emphasf* added) in the mannei as 
claimed by appellant. 

Again appellant jesp t ctful!> asseits that at least the third element of the pti>nu hiLic ca^e oi' 
ob\ loudness has not been met since the pnoi art excel pts as iched upon b\ the fcxammeu tail to 
tcadi oi suggest ail of the claim limitations as noted aUne 

Issue #3; 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 5-6, 8, 14-15, 1.7, 23-24, 26, 30-31, and 33 under 35 U.S.C 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Firepad, in view of Shinbori (U.S. Patent. No. 4,66.1 ,000). 

Group Hi: Claims 5-6, S, 14-15, 17, 23-24, arid 26 

Appellant respectfully asserts that such claims are not met by the prior art for at least the reasons 
argueel with respect to Issue #1, Group #1. 



Again, appellant respectfully asserts that at least the third element of the prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fail to 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. 

Group U2: Claims 30-31, and 33 

Appellant respectfully asserts that such claims are not met by the prior art for at least the reasons 
argued with respect to issue #2, Group #1 , 

Auain appellant tespectfulh a&seits that at least the thud element of the i<uma A'c/c ca.se of 
obviousness hao not boon met ^nue the pnoi ait execipt-, as iclied upon In uV 1 \aimnct fail to 
teach or suggest ail of die Ja?m limitations as noted above 

Issue # 4; 



The Examiner has rejected Claims 36-37 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Firepad. 

Group #./; Claims 36-3? 

With lespect to independent Claim >6 the Fxammei has atgued 'that it would iur\e been 
obxious to include a navigation nee for s\% telling between views " Vppelhmt tespeetfulU 
asseits that the exeeipts fiom Hrepad siniplv fail to disclose a technique foi allowing Sinking 
fiom one window in one mow to mother window sn anothei view usii-m the navigation nec ." as 
claimed bv appellant. 

In the Supplemental 1 xannnei s Auswei mailed 04 P 2005s the 1 xannnu has agieed thai 
1-irepad is admtttedh deficient m this aica. and k4 has instead idied upon notoruuish well- 
known teachings such a.-> Microsoft I splorei to piovide the missing limitation 1 
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it appeals that the Fxammet has attempted to ..ombme the teaching o{ Mictovut Fxploict vvstb 
that of Fyepad to meet appellant's chums 

hist it is noted that the fc\amm<.r has never complied with appellant s tequest ios a spccslk 
pnot an Jhowmt: Miuo^oH Psploier, general !v speakmu has mimeious versions some oi 
which pie- of po^t-date appellants c^eeu\e date Thus, without am specific showing of The 
'Aheiosoft I'xploiei on which the 1 xammei is lehmii, an\ lesuhmji rejection is unsustainable 

"second, it is noted that the Fxammet fatL to cue speeiik mot t\ at ion in the above fefeicnccs to 
suppoit the case for eomhmmy the same The i \ a miner is reminded that the ! edeial Cnum 
requnes that theie must be some logical ieason apparent fiom the evidence of tecoul thai would 
iustit\ the combination oi modification of tcrerences in it- Rejioi 1SS l'SP( v ) 132 (( CP \ i'>""5} 

Most lmpottantly, assuming uf\*u<.Hii<i that thei : was a motivation to combine the teachings of 
some piopei \ei\ion of Microsoft i >piotet with 1 irepad appellant le^pcetkilh a^scits that 
metelv disclosing the existence ut navigation uees (as aliened bv the hxammet ) stntph, fails to 
use to the lf\cl of spec i Ruts of appellant s claimed ' allowing linking from one wmdow in one 
\ tew to another w mdow in anothii \ tew using die navigation tree ' (emphasis added), as churned 

In the Supplemental L\anunet s Ansvvei mailed 04 V 200^ the Examines has digued that "[tjhe 
Fue\ tew ei 6 0 Sharew are Screeuslkit h piov ided to pi o\ ide e\ idence that the sottw are dise losed 
in the i-uepad tefetence was puhhelv available pnot to Appellant s filmy date" and that 1 [a]s the 
f ncpad lefetence teaches the use oi i neViewer oO (see pages 10 12 the evimtneT 

contends that the featuses disclosed theiein were puhhelv available at least as eaih as P June 
2001 as disclosed tn the Shareware Scteenshot" Futthei the F xammei has aigued that 
1 [tjherefoie the Fnepad leiciciice is \altd pnoi an uudci 3^ U S (, 102(a) 

Appellant respectful i\ disauiees and assets that Fut\ itwei Suite 0 0 Sharewait Scieenshot 
reteiencc provided bv the bxamtner oimplv dt^e loses that the FueYiewei Suite 6 0 ^ftwue was 
submitted to *> Star shatevvate on 0O/17/2UO1 Howevei the dtsclosuie of submitting the 
1 iseYiewei Suise <> 0 softwaie on 0<> 5 " 2001 shown in the Fne\ lewei "suite o 0 Shareware 
scteeiic-hot simph fails to suppoit the 1 xamsnefs allegation thai "the ieatuics disclosed jm the 



Firepad reference] were publicaiiy available at least as early as 1 7 June 200!"' {emphasis added). 
For example, appellant respectfully asserts thai Page 6 of the Firepad reference teaches thai 
"...you get"' a '"[ijink 10 [an] online manual.'" Clearly, even if the Fire Viewer Suite 6.0 software 
includes a link to an online manual , such does not specifically teach that the Firepad reference, 
which is separate from the submitted FireViewer Suite 6.0 software, was submitted as early as 
06 : \ 7-200 j Thus, the Examiner's reliance on the Firepad reference is improper, and the above 
rejection should be withdrawn. 

Again, appellant respectfully asserts that at least the third element of the prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fail to 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. 



The Examiner has t ejected Claims 41-44 mulct 15 1 s( 103(a) as being unpatentable o\e? 
Fuepad in view ot Badimann m we\\ ofMaiun, sn furthei \iev, of Maes et al (C S Patent No 
'>,01<>, To), heieinafter Maes 

<jr<iup >! { h/>}>^ 41-42 

\ppelUnt lespetrfulK asserts that such claims aie not met by the prior art for at least the reasons 
atgucd u !th jespeet to l^sue *2 Gfoup ^ 1 

Auain appellant iespectfulls assets that at least the third element of the prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met °uue the pilot att excerpts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fail to 
teach oi suggest ai] of the claim limitations, as noted above. 

Group #2; Claims 43-44 



Issue # 5: 



Appellant respectfully asserts that such claims are not met by the prior art for at least the reasons 
argued with respect to Issue #\ , Group #1 . 
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Again, appellant respectfully asserts that at least the third element of the prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fail to 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. 



In view of the remarks set forth hereinabove, ail of the independent claims are deemed 
allowable, along with any claims depending therefrom. 
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in the e\enf ;j telephone conversation would expedite the pioseouiion of this application the 
S x;»nmei ma) (each the under signed at (40:S) ^7 i -25" 7 Tot paxmcnt o\ ao> additional iees due 
in connection \\fth the ithny of this papet, the ( omnmsionei is authoti/ed. to chat ye Midi fees to 
Deposit \avum\o 50-1.^1 fOjdei No N\IDF*7<m 



Respectful iy submitted. 



By: KFVlNiZn.KA Date: June 11.2008. 

Kevin J. Zilka 
Reg. No. 41,429 

Ztika-koiab, P.C. 
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